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Part 1 

This is the first lecture in a new series wherein we commence to explain 
the way of Ahlul Sunnah Wal Jama'ah in Empirical Research and 
Empirical Science, in answer to what we felt was a dire need to 
elaborate and determine the general methodological principles from 
which a Muslim should start, either in determining the types of 
empirical research queries that strictly adhere to the norms of the 
revered Islamic Shari'a, or in determining the limits of theorization in 
both the natural and the human, wherewith a Muslim Theorist would 
proceed to propose theoretical hypotheses, and whereby he would 
decide upon what western theories to accept and what to reject, in 
these disciplines. 

Perhaps the first question that comes to the minds of many of you at 
this point would be: What is the meaning of the Method or Way of 
Ahlul Sunnah and Jama'a in Empirical Sciences? Or what does it mean 
for Muslims to have a distinct method in these sciences? Is it even 
conceivable that different religions and sects would have different 
criteria in dealing with the scientific method in general, be that in 
natural sciences or in humanities? Empirical Sciences are 'objective'; 
they follow no religion, and should not be submitted to any 
presupposed belief system, religious or otherwise, right? 

Such questions are the topic for this lecture, by the aid and help of 
Allah. We put them forth as an introduction to this series, which we 
hope would not go too long for convenience or too short to be of value. 
It should be noted that I took it upon myself in this blessed series not to 
let any jargon go without definition and elaboration, right on the spot. I 
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also pointed that out in the Slideshow that will be attached, after the 
will of Allah, along with the transcript of every lecture, on Iqnaa' Page 
and on our channel on YouTube, so that viewers would be clear on 
what exactly we mean every time we use this or that jargon in coming 
lectures, regardless of whether it is only my own use of the word, or 
the common use among philosophers and authors in natural and 
empirical sciences in general. May Allah guide us to what's right and 
what's best, for He is the one who guides to the best of ways. 

This lecture will address, after the will of Allah, two basic topics: 

First, the contention that it is necessary for empirical research to be 
founded upon a set of ontological and epistemological premises, most 
of which fall under the category of religious belief in general. 

Second, demonstrating the distinction in subject, rationality, and belief, 
between Naturalist Theorization and Empirical Theorization. 


Let us now provide some basic definitions 

First, what exactly do we mean by Empirical Research, every time we 
use this term? We mean every research that takes the observable and 
its nature as its subject matter, and as its type of evidence (or source of 
knowledge acquisition). When we say 'Source of Knowledge 
acquisition', we mean the types of Adillah (Evidence / Proof / sign / 
testimony / Intuition ... etc.) in this type of queries or that. Or in other 
words, we mean the causes for knowledge acquisition in our selves, 
whatever the subject of that knowledge, be it obtained (gained by the 
knower after prior ignorance), or otherwise. 
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How do we know, for instance, that the sun has sunsets and sunrises? 
We know from a profuse habit of watching the sun as it rises and sets, 
and from certain linguistic meanings that pertain to that habit, ones 
that we comprehend perfectly well as soon as we hear the words that 
are assigned to them. We all envision a certain image immediately after 
we hear the word 'sunrise', such image that cannot be disputed among 
sane humans, so far as they know the language. It is, thus, not some 
'gained' knowledge, it is rather an innate, intuitive notion, since one 
wouldn't qualify as sane or linguistically fit, without acquiring it 
necessarily (upon learning language itself in infancy)! 

How do we know that a bachelor is unmarried? We know it from the 
obvious linguistic equivalence between stating a meaning (bachelor) 
and negating its antonym (married), and the fact that that meaning 
(being a bachelor) applies in our experience (observational habit) to a 
plenty of people. In both of these examples, the source of the assertion 
was the linguistic innate knowledge and the un-interpreted (Theory 
free) observational habit. The type of knowledge thus is innate, un¬ 
gained knowledge, that is, we acquired it from the 'Fitra' according to 
which our minds have been created (programmed) from the start, and 
we made sense of it as soon as we started to make sense of language 
and understand the meanings of words, and to associate things we 
observe with their names. 

And now, how do we, you and me, know that Antarctica, for instance, 
really exists at the far south of the total land mass on earth? We know 
it from the influx of trustworthy testimony on this concern, in addition 
to what satellite imagery such testimonies might be supported with, 
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plotting the place on the maps in our Atlases, and so forth. It is, 
thereby, a knowledge that has been gained by the knower after initial 
ignorance of it, since one can easily spend his entire life not knowing or 
even realizing that there is such a thing in the world as Antarctica! And 
yet, others besides our selves could know about that frozen continent 
through direct observational experience, no interpretation or 
trustworthy testimony involved, simply by going there to visit the place 
in person without mediation. The first knower would have obtained 
that knowledge via listening to people he trusts, whereas the latter 
would have acquired it via direct observation, or from both 
(observation and testimony). These are the sources of such obtained 
knowledge in human cognition. 

So as you can see, by sources of knowledge acquisition we mean the 
ways or reasons for knowledge to exist in the knower. This is why the 
sources of knowledge acquisition in Islam (Masadirul Talaqui) were the 
Qur'an first, the Sunnah next, the consensus of 'Salaf', and then comes 
proper analogy by qualified scholars in the fourth place. We shall 
demonstrate in later lectures, Allah willing, how different sects of 
innovators and heretics who proclaim to be Muslims, differed greatly in 
those sources with respect to the names and attributes of Allah, and 
with respect to the Unobservable in general (the unobservable in the 
heavens and earth and beyond) under the influence of the academically 
and culturally prevailing Naturalist Theorization of their times. And by 
'Academically' I mean, in every instance of using the word in my 
writings and in this series: Such content that is received and approved 
in those higher schools that teach this or that branch of knowledge 
professionally. It's that compendium of knowledge claims that have 
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aggregated amongst a group of people on a certain topic, making them 
experts and scholastic teachers, teaching it to those who wish to take it 
for a profession, either to put it to practice, or to generate even more 
knowledge in that field. 

Whenever we say 'Knowledge Claim', we mean a particular piece of 
knowledge that one would claim to have, and would proceed to 
express in suitable verbal structures as needed. 


The term 'Empirical' is used in modern philosophy to express all 
(knowledge claims) that stem or emerge from sensory experience 
(observation and habit). Mirriam Webster Dictionary defines it as such: 
'Originating in or based on observation or experience.'. Sometimes the 
term is used in reference to what claims the holders of which would 
only rely on this source, neglecting other sources that have profound 
ties to the subject of their research and the questions it addresses. This 
is a trend in philosophy that is known as 'Empiricism', which shall be 
discussed in future lectures, by the aid of Allah. So if it is the case that 
Empirical Research is the research pertaining to the input of human 
senses, both in terms of subject and evidence, then it is that type of 
research where observation and experience (habit) are the source of 
knowledge acquisition, along with types of proper reasoning that would 
take them for evidence. 

So, as such, what do we mean by 'Ontological Premises'? 

The word 'Ontological' is only used in the literature on Philosophy of 
Science, in reference to that which exists in external reality (outside of 
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our minds), as opposed to that which only exists in our minds, which is 
expressed by the term 'Epistemological', or 'cognitive' (dealing with 
knowledge). 

Thus by Ontological Premises, we mean those overarching beliefs about 
reality or about what exists outside of the mind, according to which an 
empirical researcher would validate his queries themselves, and using 
such tools (methods) as he uses to obtain their answers. So what do we 
mean by 'according to which'? We say, for example, that if it wasn't for 
the innate belief we all have that our senses give us a true image of 
reality, and that the external world does exist as an actual fact not an 
illusion, we would not have any grounds for using these senses the way 
that we do, thereby taking command of those causes that Allah has 
enabled us to command. So did anybody argue against this necessary 
fact or premise that no sane person would even need to articulate in 
the first place? Indeed they did. It's definitely a form of sophism, as 
philosophers leave nothing out of the reach of debate and skepticism, 
due to the very nature of their profession, such profession that was 
deservedly lamented by 'Salaf' may Allah be pleased with them. 


Now we could discuss ontological premises both descriptively, with 
respect to their current status in Western Academia, and normatively, 
with respect to what Muslims should do with them. 

Every time you hear me describe a statement as descriptive or positive 
(as it's commonly termed in human sciences like economics, psychology 
and so forth), I mean that it describes the reality of something as it is, 






O-jJluJ! ^Jyoyjj 
Q V .P )j yJkJL ? yP 


^USUliS 


as opposed to normative claims, by which we mean statements that 
describe the way things ought to be. All imperative statements fall 
under this category (statements that demand something) along with 
judgment statements (that determine if something is good or bad) and 
value statements (statements that determine the comparative moral 
value of something). 


So in terms of the Academic status quo in the West, one finds that 
empirical researchers presuppose the following ontological premises: 

A: The External World exists apart from what's in our minds; its 
reality is objective, regardless of who knows it and who doesn't. 

B: The world exhibits causal regularities that give it the property 
of predictability, such that causes would imply effects. 

C: The past of the world is unconditionally similar to its present, 
and so is the future. (Uniformity) 

D: The unobservable is unconditionally similar to the observable. 
(Cosmological Isotropy / Homogeneity) 

E: Human logic is unquestionably valid. 

F: Our senses don't fool us, in principle. And if it does happen that 
some of us fall victim to perceptive illusion, others would easily 
identify it as such. Even those who suffer the illusion wouldn't 
normally fail to realize that it is indeed an illusion. 
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Based on these six ontological premises, stands the epistemological 
premise that the world is indeed predictable in principle, and that 
nothing that exists in it cannot be made subject to our human 
knowledge, either directly through the senses, or through types of 
analogy to that which falls under the senses. All Western research 
queries and hypotheses in empirical sciences have presupposed these 
premises, ever since the European renaissance. 

Now, for starters, it should be obvious to every sensible person that 
none of these premises can be validated or falsified by means of the 
Scientific Method itself. So whoever claims that the scientific method is 
the sole arbiter of truth, the only way to tell truth from fallacy; is 
effectively destroying all rational grounds upon which the method itself 
is founded! 

In any case, these are the basic premises, ontological and 
epistemological, upon which all western empirical research and theory 
is founded, especially in natural sciences. And the Question now is this: 
Where do those premises actually come from, and what should Muslim 
researchers believe with respect to every one of them? Perhaps 
another question should be addressed first, that is: In what way do 
those premises relate to religious belief and to what followers of 
different religions hold in the first place, especially regarding the 
sources of knowledge acquisition dealing with the ultimately 
unobservable in this world and beyond? 

Let us first attend to these premises with analysis and criticism. 
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First: Premise one: The existence of the outside world. This premise is 
indeed among the basic beliefs in our innate reason. There can be no 
defeating it or falsifying it by any means, and no Muslim should believe 
otherwise. Yet some followers of false doctrines and corrupt 
philosophical schools have indeed rejected it in sheer sophism, such as 
the pantheistic beliefs held by Sufis who claim that nothing truly exists 
other than Allah, and who only think of the world as some veil of 
illusions blocking people's awareness of the ultimate truth of reality 
according to them. Also certain sects of philosophers such as idealists, 
anti-realists, and postmodernists, and naturalists who adhere to the 
Copenhagen Interpretation of Quantum Mechanics, among other 
groups, all believe that the world has a fundamentally different reality 
from what we observe, and that matter as we know it, is nothing but 
the product of our human minds. Such groups fail to realize that this 
belief entails defeating all knowledge claims that any of them may hold 
on the grounds of empirical methods or even from the use of their 
unaided senses, whatever the subject of these claims. 


Premise Two: The existence of causal regularities. By causal regularities 
we mean ongoing causal relations between different types of events as 
known to us through induction. This fact is also known by necessity to 
all sensible humans due to 'Fitrah', and is profoundly linked to their 
also basic, necessary belief in the existence of Allah beyond the world. 
The very fact that things have natures inherent in them, implies the 
existence of a nature giver, one who ordained it, and deliberately made 
things as they are, rather than otherwise. One who made things affect 
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each other, systematically, the way they do, rather than otherwise, by 
His creation, providence and decree. 

So whoever denies His existence, on what grounds then, shall he set up 
the very principle of causality, and the continuity of causal relations 
between things in the world, and then on what grounds shall he erect 
his confidence in induction itself, which, in turn, is the basis for the very 
idea of the empirical (of experimentation)? It is because I know that the 
world has a Wise Lord who made everything in specific magnitude, well 
made and perfectly structured, and enabled man to such causes of 
heavens and earth that fulfill the purpose for which humans were 
created, it is precisely because of this, that I expect the sun to rise again 
tomorrow, exactly like it has been doing ever since I made sense of 
things. I only expect it to behave differently as a sign of the End Times, 
on a day we are told (in scripture) would signal the impending doom of 
the very system of the world, and would be the day when the way for 
repentance is finally shut! Likewise, and for the same reason, I expect 
every time I leave something hanging in mid-air, to fall to the ground by 
the will of Allah, unless the Lord of all Worlds wills for some causal 
conditions to lack and for some causal obstacles to occur, resulting in 
that object just hanging there, rather than falling down, or even 
accelerating upwards instead! 

Naturally, and since David Hume, the well known Scottish philosopher, 
was an ardent naturalist atheist, expert at sophistry in service of his 
atheism, he dared to propose that inductive reasoning itself has no 
necessary logical grounds in human minds. Meaning that his mind, he 
claimed, lacked any justification for believing that any conditional link 
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between what we consider a cause and what we consider a result, 
would continue to hold true in the future! This is by all means a sophist 
lie from his part, and yet it grew to become the single greatest problem 
in Philosophy of Science, so much so that no introductory book in the 
field would fail to introduce it, under what is commonly termed as the 
Problem of Induction! So what was it that made a 'problem' out of 
induction, after all? 

It was Hume's atheism! 

The point is that probabilistic predictability is a fruit of inductive 
reasoning, without which the causes of the world would not be truly 
enabled for man! Humans have been taking causes for doing whatever 
they need to do to survive in this world, because they know from 
induction that actual links do exist between what they know to be a 
cause and what they know to be its result! 

However, they should not believe necessity in that link, or that it should 
always hold true! In other words they should not think of whatever 
causes they know in terms of complete causation. This is what you 
sense when you hear naturalist say 'Causes entail effects', since 
entailment in Logic is a rationally necessary link that cannot be broken 
without committing contradiction! Although we say that whatever 
happens - in the knowledge of Allah - to be a cause, then the result 
should follow from it necessarily (along with all the other causes that 
complete the causation), starting from the will of Allah and His decree; 
we cannot say that whatever we believe - from our part - to be a cause 
(in light of our limited human induction), should always bring about the 
result we expect, by necessity, every single time! We only see a drop in 
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the sea of causes that is fully known only to the Lord of all causes, 
praised be. 

It is also wrong to say that the laws of nature, those we know of and 
those we know not, are working necessarily in the future just the way 
they work now, not otherwise, in a way that necessitates particular 
events in the future, rather than others! This assumption reduces all 
causes ontologically to natural causes, and to what is known as the 
natural law, making it the ultimate cause, denying all teleology beyond 
it, in what has come to be known as Causal Closure, or Closed Natural 
Causation, which amounts to scientific determinism, or what is also 
known as Laplace's Determinism. 

Simon Pierre Laplace has notoriously said that if we suppose the 
existence of an intelligent being whose knowledge encompasses the 
locations, speeds and directions of motion of every single particle in the 
world at any given moment, then that being should be able to conclude 
all the events of the future in a way that cannot be faulted, based on its 
knowledge of Newton's laws! That being has come to be known in 
philosophical literature as 'Laplace's Demon'. 

Now, it should be made clear that just the assumption of the existence 
of such a being in the world is sheer idolatry (Sherk). And the 
assumption that such knowledge is indeed the knowledge of the 
Creator Himself, in what philosophers call 'Omniscience', is also 
Naturalist Idolatry, since this entails reducing the Creator's knowledge 
to knowing about such fundamental 'particles' that naturalists claim all 
things are made of, and reducing all causes of all events to the motion 
of these particles, and thus nothing exists that may affect the observed 
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part of the world from beyond it, or from outside, since, as such, it is 
nothing but a gigantic machine, whose parts were assembled upon its 
creation according to a certain rule, then it was fired up and left to run 
exclusively under Newton's laws! 

Thus it follows that the assumed maker whose knowledge is that 
knowledge, is not from beyond this world, since there can be no beings 
or causes outside of the world! And so we're left with nothing more 
than the Deist's Maker, that non-existent entity that is nothing more 
than the first cause which somehow caused the machine to be, along 
with its rules or operation, started its motion, and let it run according 
to whichever way the rules would run it, without having anything 
whatever to do with what events would unfold in that machine, or even 
existing outside of it at all. At best, they would make that being nothing 
but the system of nature itself, which is the belief of those who adhere 
to Naturalistic Pantheism, as shall be elaborated in later lectures, Allah 
willing. 

The point is, we Muslims, of Ahlul Sunnah Waljama'a, believe in 
causality, and in the natures of things, and their causal impact, and we 
believe that whatever Allah had ordained to be a cause, its result would 
happen inevitably and necessarily, and that both events along with 
whatever causes came before them, and whatever events resulted 
from them, had all been written and determined in advance, in Allah's 
knowledge and predestination. However, we reject Laplace's 
determinism, and the closure of natural causation that reduces all 
causes of all events that fall under our senses, to similarly observable 
(natural) events, and submits all that exists to those superficial causal 
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systems that we only managed to identify by means of our necessarily 
limited induction, within that small portion of the world that we can 
observe; which all entails the kind of idolatry and denial of Divine 
attributes that we elaborated. 


The third Premise: The assumption of absolute temporal uniformity in 
the natural order. Now most naturalists would confess that this is only 
an assumption, since there is nothing in our minds that necessitates 
that the system of nature be the same in the far (prehistoric) past - that 
has not been witnessed by any of us, or by any whose testimony we 
could trust - as it is today, and likewise, there's nothing that 
necessitates it continuing to be the way that it is today, infinitely in the 
future. Yes indeed we've just stated that our belief in the existence of 
The Creator and in the fact that He has been keeping a strict system of 
causal regularities in this world, and that He shall continue to do so, at 
least within the near future, is the rational foundation for our reliance 
on induction as a type of reasoning about the observable, and for our 
trust in the knowledge that this reasoning provides us with, as 
probabilistic as it may be. This, however, does not open the door for 
that induction to span all of time, with no ontological limits or bounds! 
Some philosophers have used the reliability of inductive reasoning itself 
(in its very principle) as a justification for this absolute uniformity in 
both the past and the future, and that's by all means false! It is part of 
the premises of the doctrine of Naturalism, that doctrine whose 
adherents believe that nothing exists or happens in time other than the 
'natural', from eternity in the past to infinity in the future (which 
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became the Absolute Uniformity principle) and that nothing exists 
anywhere other than the natural (which thence became the Isotropy 
and the uniformity principles), and that there is no cause other than the 
natural cause (which is the premise of closed natural causation we 
discussed earlier)! 

We Muslims, on the other hand, believe that the system of the world 
should not be assumed to have been running uniformly in time without 
bounds, since both reason and scripture make it positive that the world 
(and its system) has indeed had a starting point in the past, before 
which nothing 'natural' existed, or at least, nothing that carries those 
very 'natures' from which the laws of nature were induced! This is an 
issue that we, Ahlul Sunnah Wal'Jama'a consider to be among the 
necessities of the mind and the innate knowledge (Fitrah) that does not 
leave us wanting for evidence and compiled arguments to prove it, as 
implied by what theologians and mutakalimun and the likes have been 
doing for ages. We also believe that the system should not be assumed 
to always exist in the future, since we know for a fact that there will 
come a point in the future, only Allah knows how far, wherein the 
system of the world as we know it (or 'nature' if you will) will be 
terminated, setting the stage for a Day of Resurrection and Judgment 
(two major universal events the likes of which have never happened in 
this world before). This notion is installed in our innate knowledge 
(Fitrah) and thereby demands no proof, and it's only natural that 
scripture should support it and build upon it. 

Now, as for what falls between these two ends, the beginning of nature 
in the past (which commences with Allah rising upon His Throne; 
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'Istiwa") and its end in the future (which commences with the sun 
rising from sunset), only Allah knows what changes have taken place, 
after His will and decree, to the system of causal regularities running 
around in the world, if at all. 

All that we humans can afford to do, is use our limited inductions as 
evidence for the actual continuity of the system of nature as we know 
it, in the past, within the scope of our actual collective experience with 
the world, and that of those before us, whose historical account and 
testimony we trust. 1 That induction can only be stretched in the past 
within that scope, in degrees of decreasing probability, one that gets 
lower and lower the farther away we go into the past. As for the future, 
we say that our induction could help as grounds to predict 
(probabilistically) the continuity of the current natural order in the near 
future. As for the far future, though, one has to assume the validity of 
that induction to keep falling lower and lower in probability at a 
logarithmic rate, until it crashes all together at that point 
(undeterminable to us) where we know for a fact that the system of 
nature as we know it is finally going down, in favor of another system 
that cannot be approached by any analogy or induction we may have; 
the point where the Earth will be made into another earth, and the 
heavens as well ! 2 


1 In other words, and to put things into perspective, the world as we know it, is 
just that: The world as we know it, the very little of it that we know anyway, 
through our limited experience of it in time! Not the world as it has always been, 
or the world as it will always be! 

2 Obviously we don't know, and have no way of knowing how to estimate this 
probability, which is why I expressed the curve only tentatively in that sketch. 
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I've expressed this meaning in one of the indexes of 'Alatul 
Muahedeen' in what I called the Reliability Curve for the Principle of 
Continuity'. I expressed it as such 

Doc. History 


How far exactly is the far future and how near is the near future? We just can't 
tell. We may be sure that for the next few days the sun will continue to rise from 
the east as we've always seen it do, day in day out, since we have not yet seen 
any of the major signs of the Time (Ashratul Sa'a Alkubra) that scripture tells us 
would happen before that, like the coming out of 'Dajjal', descent of Jesus, and 
the war against Gog and Magog! So the sun rising from the west is definitely not 
happening any time within the next few days! We can also establish with equal 
certainty that we can't be equally sure if we speak of the next couple of months, 
rather than the next couple of days. We should be much less confident when we 
speak of the next few years, and even less when speaking of decades, and so on. 
How much less confident, or in other words, how improbable is it that the 
principle of uniformity will still hold (regarding sun rise) after a century - say - 
from today, with no observable alterations to the system? We don't know, and, 
more importantly, we have no way of knowing! 

So, in way of demarcation, I'm arguing that any claim that anybody makes about 
the distant future (as in millennia, centuries, or even decades away in the future), 
cannot be deemed scientific (as in: based on the scientific method), whatever its 
'evidence', since we cannot possibly back it up with any solid reason to believe 
that the very system of nature as we know it would even still be there at all, so we 
would have no grounds for analogy whatsoever. A claim as such can only ever 
qualify as knowledge if indeed it comes from revelation by the Lord, may His 
names be praised. If it can be established that this is indeed His revelation, then 
that's the only knowledge there can ever be on such unforeseeable future. 
Otherwise, we might as well be doing 'Astrology', as far as science (True science) 
is concerned! 
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Now we definitely have no means to assume a particular shape for this 
curve, and it is by no means acceptable for anybody to claim one curve 
to be more probable than another, we only commit ourselves to the 
general belief that the likelihood of the assumption of uniformity of 
whatever we call 'nature' or 'natural law' being true both in the past 
and in the future, diminishes exponentially the farther away we go 
from the present in either sides, and that the rate at which that drop in 
probability happens is much higher in the future than in the past, 
considering the fact that the past has already been experienced (within 
a certain limit) by a multitude of people who did describe it one way or 
another in documented history, unlike the future. So the purpose of 
this curve is not to estimate the probability, but rather to show the 
limits of human inductive reasoning when it comes to assuming the 
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continuity or uniformity of the natural order as is known today, in both 
the past and the future . 3 


3 To offer two examples from Revelation that would show you how different that 
actual distant (pre-historic) past of this world really was, compared to the 
'scientific' mythology currently held by western academia, let's consider that The 
Quran tells us of a pre-historic flood that happened to wipe out all animal life off 
the face of the earth, except for those who boarded the Ark with Noah! 

Obviously, that flood was 'supernatural' by its very nature, since we've never seen 
and can never expect to observe anything like it. It can be concluded from 
scripture that despite the unparalleled catastrophic scale of it, it was not an 
extinction level event for any of the then prevailing life forms! All animals, insects, 
and birds were preserved in couples (pairs) on the Ark, so none became extinct 
because of the flood! But then again, what could possibly have happened 
afterwards, for those specimens to restart this amazingly crowded natural world, 
with millions of different species? How many pairs were there on that ark, how 
did they actually get in there, and how did they not feed on each other, and how 
did they spread out after the flood to repopulate the earth? 

Such mysteries can never be addressed by any means of acquiring knowledge 
about the past that we humans possess, and it's about time we admitted that! 
Only scripture can actually tell us anything of value about any of this, and it just 
doesn't, so that's that, and we need to be humble enough to accept this! 

All we can say is that it must've been an event that goes way beyond the natural 
order as we know it (miraculous if you will), and that we have no rational grounds 
whatsoever to reject it, in science or elsewhere! We can't even attempt to 
determine when that flood actually happened, or whether it left any traces for 
geologists to explore! If indeed it did leave some traces, then how can we possibly 
know that, if by definition, we have nothing in our human experience to compare 
it to?? The very claim that it must've been just a major flood or some 'global 
tsunami' or the like, is obviously unacceptable! 

So, to the dismay of so called 'Flood-Geologists', there can be no geological 
exploration of that flood or of what it did to the earth, or even of whether the 
entire set of causal regularities that we call the natural law, was all the same 
during and before it as afterwards! Some geologists would be tempted to suggest 
that the so called 'Precambrian explosion' is, in fact, the traces of how life spread 
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out after the flood, or even of how it was created on earth in the first place (not 
from a common ancestor, mind you); but we cannot accept the very reasoning by 
which they would argue that whatever observations they have, would amount to 
evidence to either prove or disprove such belief! Not because the flood and the 
scriptural story of creation are myths, like naturalists would have you believe, but 
because they both fall well beyond the reach of the scientific method itself! 

The ontologically acceptable reach that is, not according to the Greek ontological 
premises we are criticizing in this lecture! 

The second example I would bring up here is the scriptural fact that humans at 
the time of Adam and his offspring were enormously giant, compared to our sizes 
today. Adam's body, as we know from authentic Hadith in Sahihul Bukhary, 
reached over thirty meters in height! That's as high as a ten storey building! The 
Hadith tells us that humans have been diminishing in size ever since! So it looks 
like other 'laws of nature' must've been in action back then, since if we assumed 
by analogy (according to the uniformity premise) that the physics of the time back 
then would affect Adam's body like it affects ours today (Gravity for example), we 
would find it inconceivable that a human body that large would even survive! 

So what's the proper course of action then? According to naturalist ontology (The 
Six Greek premises), we are supposed to reject the Hadith, in favor of the 
Uniformity principle and all the theories that are founded on it! We are arguing 
here, however, that Muslims should do the exact opposite! 

Clearly, if we reject the assumption of absolute uniformity, then we have no way 
of deducing what natural law was like back then; we can't even determine if 
Adam's body was physiologically identical to ours, so we would have no basis 
whatsoever to even attempt an analogy! All we can be sure about is that 
something was fundamentally different back then, in terms of what we would call 
the 'natural order'! Perhaps lizards used to be that gigantic (as in dinosaurs) in 
prehistoric times, because not only were humans that large, but all other species 
were proportionally large as well, and have all been diminishing in proportion in a 
way that could not be detected or recorded historically. Perhaps the historical 
record only started accumulating after humans have reached this size that we 
know today, or only a tad larger! Keep in mind that we have no way of telling how 
far away in the past that was, or how many generations of man have perished 
since then. Perhaps that's why most prehistoric monuments tend to be megalithic 
in size! A seven tons stone brick would be impossible for a group of able men to 
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This means that we humans have no right to use any means of 
analogical reasoning to prove or disprove an event in the past or in the 
future, except with a probability that falls to absolute zero at a point 
somewhere in the past after the event of Divine Rising upon the Throne 
(Istiwa'), which only Allah knows when it happened, and at another 
point in the future before the event of the sun rising from the west, 
which only Allah knows when it is going to happen. Whatever status of 
the world that was before that interval, or will be after it, is absolute 


lift and move around today, manually, but who knows what those giants of 
prehistoric times could do?? The Quran tells us that the earth has indeed 
witnessed ancient nations that were mightier and far more capable than we've 
ever been! 

This is how profoundly different the actual prehistoric past of this world really 
was, from the fantastically detailed myth (greatest myth ever told!) that 
naturalists have been so laboriously and meticulously making up in the last two 
centuries! The myth of the cave man, in fact, couldn't be farther from the truth of 
our ancient past as a species! If anything, we are actually devolving, not evolving! 
And the methodological point we're making here is that there's absolutely no 
rationally valid way to confirm or disconfirm these beliefs using the scientific 
method (based on the true ontological premises we are arguing for, that is)! 
Whatever authentic scripture tells us about that far, inaccessible past; is 
necessarily true, because this would be nothing less than the word of The Creator 
Himself, so it follows by necessity that that would be the only real knowledge we 
can possibly acquire in this respect! The only epistemic access conceivable! So 
apart from heavenly revelation by The Creator Himself, we have no sensible 
choice but to withhold judgment about the pre-history of the world, and seize any 
attempt to learn anything about it, because it's simply futile! The only reasonable 
epistemic stance to take here should be strong agnosticism: We don't know it, 
and we know that it CANNOT be known to anybody! It's part of what we Muslims 
call 'Ghaib', which can only be known through revelation! Otherwise, we would 
be making up all kinds of absolute myth, teaching it to our children in schools 
under a false tag of 'science', selling it as actual 'knowledge'! 
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'Ghaib' (unobservable, and cannot be analogized to the observable), 
and any attempt to access it by any means of historical, archaeological 
or empirical investigation yields no epistemic worth whatsoever! 
Nothing can be known about it except through revelation, and 
revelation alone; that is, Scripture from Quran and authentic Hadith. 

Thus we hold that the farther away in the past the subject of the query 
goes, the more inaccessible it becomes, to the ways of human 
exploration of past events! If many of the events of the eighteenth 
century AD, for example, can be considered only partially inaccessible, 
since it is conceivable that we get historical narrations about them from 
a plenty of sources that cannot have conspired to lie about them, or at 
least from few sources that are trustworthy, or that we manage to 
deduce them from those types of analogies and inductions that 
historians commonly use within the course recorded history, thanks to 
the plentitude of similar events in our human history around the world; 
one cannot say the same thing about events from the eighteenth 
century BC! Events from much farther back in history do not enjoy the 
same degree of Epistemic Accessibility to the tools of knowing about 
the past that we humans possess (apart of course from scripture and 
revealed knowledge in general), due to the loss of historical records 
and trustworthy narrators. And as such, we would have much fewer 
instances to analogize to, so we wouldn't even have data to theorize 
with! 

In other words we say that epistemic inaccessibility increases 
exponentially, till it reaches a point where it becomes absolute 
inaccessibility, with no means to learn anything (by our means) 
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whatsoever about the past, neither by the narration of a trustworthy 
witness, or by analogy and historical deduction, as is the case with the 
very first century in the history of the human kind on Earth, for 
instance! Have we not learnt from revelation by the Lord of all Worlds 
that our first origin was a giant man, created in Heavens then sent 
down to Earth along with his spouse who was created from one of his 
ribs in his sleep, we would never have been able to learn these 
absolutely inaccessible facts about our past any otherwise, praise and 
thanks be to Allah. 

So what we mean by absolute Historical Inaccessibility in our 
terminology, is the frailty or failure of the human means to acquire 
knowledge (at any degree of certainty) about what happened in the 
past, or to achieve foresight and prediction about the future. We do not 
mean that nothing about the far past can be known at all, since 
obviously we believe that the only way to acquire any knowledge 
thereof would be heavenly revelation. That's the kind of knowledge 
that is only revealed to mankind via a prophet or a messenger of Allah, 
as He says in Quran (translation of meanings): "Knower of the 
absolutely Unobservable (the inaccessible), who would not reveal it to 
anybody, except for those He pleases to become His messengers ...." (Al 
Jinn: 26-27). Man might attempt to learn about an event that happened 
in the past before his time, or somewhere he did not attend or observe, 
by asking those who attended it and did observe it, in which case his 
relative inaccessibility is reduced the more likely he is to be right about 
what he learns through such means. This probabilistic, sometimes even 
conjectural access to the past is nothing like the direct revelation that 
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happens to us when we receive the word of Allah Himself that this or 
that did in fact happen in the past. 

So no matter what means people take to investigate the past, they will 
never find 'evidence' that Noah's Flood, for example, has indeed 
occurred as scripture tells us, not even close. So whatever scripture 
tells us, generally or in detail, is revealed to those addressed by it in 
epistemologically unmatched and unquestionable revelation. 
Knowledge thereof would be acquired to an extent that can never be 
achieved by man through any other means, no matter how recent that 
historical event in question might be, and no matter how many 
witnesses it had. Only in degrees of authenticity of scripture does 
revealed knowledge about the past vary; otherwise, no source of 
gained knowledge could possibly offer us a stronger or truer account of 
the past. 

What is meant, thus, by levels of ease of access or epistemic 
accessibility to unattended events of the past in the figure we see 
before us now, which is what we described as the decline in probability 
of the assumption of uniformity (or the reasonability of analogy itself) 
in both directions as in the curve we've seen, is the ease of concluding 
what happened in the past through the methods of historians, forensic 
scientists (crime investigators and detectives), in addition to 
researchers in different areas of natural science and the like. And what 
we mean by epistemic accessibility of the unobservable in the future, is 
what can be achieved through methods of inductive prediction, based 
on previous experience with similar past events. Revealed knowledge 
on the other hand, has nothing to do with this division, as I hope is now 
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clear enough, may Allah guide us all to sound understanding and 
insight. 

In later lectures, we will discuss this issue with examples, and show the 
methodological implications and the way they relate to the issue of 
Demarcation in the Philosophy of Science, by the will of Allah. 
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Part 2 

All praise and thanks are due to Allah. We praise Him, seek His help and 
His forgiveness, and seek refuge in Allah from the evils of our selves 
and the wrongs of our deeds, and I bear witness that Allah is the only 
true god, alone with no partner, and that Muhamed is his slave and 
messenger. 

We've elaborated, with the aid and help of Allah, the first three 
ontological premises underlying empirical research in modern Western 
Academia. We've shown that the first premise, that is believing in the 
existence of the World outside of our minds, in a particular nature upon 
which it was created by Allah, regardless of what knowledge we acquire 
about that nature, if at all; this premise is amongst the basic necessary 
beliefs and innate truths that only a stubborn sophist would reject. 

We then explained that the second premise, that is, the belief in the 
existence of causal order and predictability, needs to have a necessary 
detail, as we establish the existence of causality and of the natures of 
things, and the causal impact of such natures on other things, as is 
necessarily true in sensible minds and in authentic scripture, and we 
believe that whatever Allah has chosen to make into a cause, then its 
result is happening necessarily and inevitably, and that both events (the 
cause and the effect) along with other causes and other effects, have all 
been written and determined in advance, predestined by Allah by 
necessity. However, we reject Laplace's determinism, and the closure 
of natural causation, which reduces the causes of observable events to 
nothing but observable causes, and places all things that exist under 
the influence of those sparse causal regularities that we only learned 
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from induction of our limited experience (no matter how vast it grows), 
in this small portion of the world in which we dwell (no matter how 
large we think of it). 

That is, we believe in causality and in natures of things and their 
effects, and we also believe in the actual causation of whatever Allah 
has decreed in His predestination to be a cause for some event, and 
that that event is taking place necessarily and inevitably due to that 
cause (as written, so shall be), along with all other causes that had to 
take place in advance, and all consequences and ramifications only the 
creator of which can account for, in intricate webs of causation that 
only a small part of which can we, humans, observe, follow, and 
experience. That part is what we then call 'natural causes'. To say, 
however, that all causes are only of that kind; this is sheer idolatry 
(Sherk), and grave corruption in mind and faith altogether, one that 
leads to entailments of belief in Divine Names, attributes, and deeds 
that shall be elaborated in detail, by the aid of Allah, in later lectures, 
may He provide. 

As for the third premise, which is the belief that the past 'system' of the 
world is absolutely similar to its present, and so is the future, we've 
explained that it's among the tenets of faith in the doctrine of 
Naturalism, since it is they who believe that nature (the chain of such 
causes that are deemed 'natural'), has no start in the past, and no 
ending in the future. Events have always been taking place 'naturally', 
where all things are governed only by this class of causal regularities 
that we observe in our human experience, from eternity to infinity, 
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regardless of what the world or the 'universe' was like in the past, and 
what it's going to be like in the future. 

What we mean by 'absolutely' here, is that the stretch of time in both 
directions, bears no limit or restriction whatsoever, in the belief of 
Western academic naturalists, for the claim that events all follow 
'Natural Causation' alone. 

We have to point out here to an important issue that needs a bit of 
explanation so that things wouldn't get mixed up for the viewer, may 
Allah guide him. We say that the correct conception of the belief that 
the world is eternal in Naturalism, that belief which we summed up in 
what we called the statement of naturalist unification, which goes: 
'nature is the only thing that truly exists', or 'Nature is all there is, all 
there ever was, and all there ever will be', the correct conception of 
that belief, is that it is the belief that natural causes regress infinitely in 
the past, under some fundamental, eternal, natural order that has no 
beginning. It is not the belief that this particular form of the world as 
we now observe, is eternal, nor the belief in the eternality of the notion 
of there being some world in existence, nor the belief in what is called 
'infinite regress of events in the past'. 

As for the belief in the eternality of the current form (or state) of the 
world as we now observe it, this is an ancient belief held by naturalist 
philosophers of old, one that enjoyed dominance and superiority in 
ancient western academies of philosophy, back when their physical and 
metaphysical theories had no part of them that would even suggest 
that the current state of the world is different from what it was like in 
the past, and what it would be like in the future! That is, back when 
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they had nothing (in their own theories) that suggests that the form of 
the world is constantly changing, and not constantly steady! 4 Thus, 
they've had a sweeping consensus on what is known as the 'Steady 
State Model' or 'Steady State Cosmology', all the way up to the time of 
Einstein, when it just so happened that he decided to write down the 
equations of gravitation in a way that would encompass all of reality, 
with no bounds or limits (according to the same premises we're hereby 
criticizing), 5 in a way that appealed to some astronomers of the time, 
and inspired them to interpret certain astronomical observations in a 
way that would support the general assumption that the world (in its 
entirety) is constantly changing in form under the influence of gravity! 
So, although these astronomers shifted from the belief in the eternality 
of the world's current state and form, they did not, however, abandon 
their belief in the eternality of nature, or of the natural system itself, 
and in the infinite regress of natural causes with no start in the past. 

Moreover, had they not presupposed this basic naturalist tenet on the 
so-called 'natural causes', they would never have found it plausible to 
push the equations of gravitation (General Relativity) in the far past and 
in the far future with no bound and no limit as we explained previously, 
and stretch it out to span all parts of the world in all directions, with no 
limit and no bound, and thereby imagine what the world would look 
like, in its entirety, in the past, if they assumed the equation to be 
different, adding or omitting some mathematical constant here or 


4 Whatever it is, steadiness or change, it has to be 'constant' in their belief system, 
obviously, because that's what the sacred principle of uniformity implies! 

5 Making those equations describe the entire timeline of the universe, and what 
it's looked like throughout that timeline under the influence of gravity! 
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there, following nothing but the whim of the theorist! They would 
never have chosen to interpret their observations of the radiation 
spectrum coming from the stars and galaxies around us in a way that 
suits this assumption of ongoing change, and thus they would never 
have ended up theorizing that the form of the world as we know it had 
a start in a 'Big Bang' or whatever else! Only when they regressed 
natural law and natural causation (in this gradual change they claimed) 
in the past to eternity, did they end up with a starting point for the 
world as we know it, the world as it is today, not a starting point for all 
of nature, and for natural causation itself! 

This distinction needs to be made quite clear, because every time we 
explained to some of our Muslim brothers that the belief in the so- 
called Big Bang does not contradict or defeat the naturalist tenet of 
eternity of nature and natural order, they fail to understand how it is 
so, and they insist that cosmological theory has finally established the 
belief in a starting point for all of nature in the past, and thus, has 
finally necessitated upon naturalists to believe in the existence of a first 
cause that is external to the series of natural causes itself, namely the 
Creator, and this is absolutely false, and exhibits a superficiality in 
dealing with natural theory that should not be tolerated! How on earth, 
and by what reason could it pass for you, that a theory that has been 
founded entirely on these six tenets, could be used to argue against 
these tents themselves, totally or partially?! 

When we say that those who believe in the Big Bang adhere to the third 
premise, that holds that the past of the world is generally similar to its 
present, and so is the future; we only mean similarity in submission of 
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everything to an eternal natural order, or what contemporary 
philosophers would call the 'Fundamental Law of Nature', not similarity 
in the way the world is today in the spread of its matter, or in the types 
of physical objects it contains! Whoever believes that the Big Bang did 
happen in the distant past, and that indeed it was the starting point for 
relativistic time; would either propose an 'imaginary time' before the 
proclaimed singularity, and posit theories and cosmological models that 
describe the state of the "World" before the Big Bang, and would thus 
qualify as someone who believes in the eternality of the world in this 
sense, like those who believe, for example, that the singularity arose by 
chance in a physical nothingness that has no edge and no starting point 
in the past! That 'Nothingness' is, according to their theory, an absolute 
quantum field where particles have been popping in and out of 
existence at random, in a manner that perfectly cancels itself out, until 
one day, out of nowhere, and for no reason whatsoever, a singularity 
occurred where a particle came into being without having an equal and 
opposite antiparticle to knock it back out! And so it kept gaining mass 
and energy, exponentially, until it reached a point where it blew up, 
creating some new field that would swallow the original eternal field 
into the newborn 'Gravity', and proceed to expand and take form till it 
finally becomes the world as we know it! So how could it be said that 
someone who adheres to such a 'cosmology', has now no choice, 
because of the Big Bang theory, to believe in the existence of a 
supernatural cause from beyond the universe that caused it to come 
into being the way he now believes it did?? 

How, if indeed he only arrived at believing in the Big Bang origins 
through a fictional hypothesis that analogized the thing that suffered 


Q_ 


32 







O-jJluJ! ^Jyoyjj 
Q V .P )j yJkJL ? y0 


^USUli® 


the bang, whatever that was, to a unique particle resulting by chance 
from 'Quantum Fluctuations' (such an outlandish idea in quantum 
mechanics, in and of itself!)? 

So either you'll find a cosmologist proposing an imaginary time where 
he tries to hypothesize a 'natural cause' for the origins of the Bang 
itself, or you'll find him arguing in favor of the claim that the bang did 
not happen at a 'point' in time in the first place, such point that would 
qualify as a starting point for the creation of the universe, and that 
there is no ontological concept for a beginning or even for causation at 
that 'Bang' at all! Accordingly, he would not take 'eternity' to mean the 
regress of past temporal intervals to no beginning, such that no time 
interval passes without a similar one having passed before it 
necessarily, as is believed by all sane human beings, and most 
philosophers of old; rather it would mean that the past ends at a point 
before which time has no meaning at all, or like Ash'arites would say: a 
point that has no 'before', as in Ghazali's claim that the very meaning of 
time starts with the creation of this world! 

This is by all means a belief that contradicts itself, in a way that would 
take length to elaborate and explain, and shall be revisited in a bit of 
detail in later lectures, Allah willing, when we discuss the beliefs of 
cosmologists and their doctrines in regards to the issue of eternality 
and regress. The whole point of mentioning this issue in this lecture, 
was to show that those who claim a point in the past where a certain 
thing expanded immensely, whatever that thing was, to become the 
world as we know it, they do not find themselves compelled (by the 
theory) to hold that it must have taken place due to an external causal 
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agent beyond this world! They actually stick to the general tenets of 
naturalistic faith, including the third premise, and find nothing irrational 
about that! The same premise that was the very reason why they have 
a theory at all, with a singularity, a Bang, and all that! 

As for the belief in the eternality of the notion of there being some 
world in existence, it's the belief that the Creator, praised be, has 
always been creating worlds from eternity past, before this world, 
without any of them having any necessary causal connection to our 
world or to each other. This meaning was shown by Sheikul Islam Ibn 
Taymeyah, may Allah have mercy on his soul, to be the only proper 
belief in this concern, since it follows necessarily from the premise of 
absolute perfectness of the Lord of all worlds. This is because, if His 
eternality means, as reasonable people should believe, that any 
conceivable interval of time in the past (in whatever scale of time we 
use) must be preceded by His existence, for countless equal intervals 
with no beginning, then He must've always been creative, creating 
whatever He wills to create, without a starting point in the past to His 
having this attribute, and the same is true of His having always been 
doing what He wills to do, and speaking what He wills to speak, along 
with all other attributes necessitated by His eternal perfectness! 

If, however, we embraced His eternality in the meaning we explained 
above, and yet believed Him to have had a first creature in the past, 
before which He had never created anything from eternity past, and a 
first word before which he Had never spoken from eternity past, and a 
first mercy before which He had never had mercy from eternity past, 
and a first instance of anger before which He had never been angry 
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from eternity past, and a first loved creature, before which He had 
never loved anything from eternity past, and a first hated thing, and a 
first will, and a first deed, and so on with all other attributes and deeds; 
then it should follow necessarily that He had been eternally dead, with 
no attributes at all, and then He only began to be alive and active upon 
the creation of this world! 

This, in turn, implies that He actually needed this world to exist, so He 
would acquire all of His attributes, for without it, not only would He be 
incomplete, but as good as nonexistent, with no life, and not a single 
attribute to His name! It would have to be there, so that He would be 
everything that He is! And then if we hypothesize that He never willed 
to create this world, then He would be a dead thing with no life, no will, 
no deeds, and no attributes whatsoever, may His names be praised 
high upon such a belief! And since something that has no attributes at 
all, is nonexistent, then He becomes nothing without this world! 
Something that never spoke, for example, from eternity, and will never 
speak to infinity, cannot, by any logic or reason, be attributed with 
speech! If it never did anything from eternity and never will do anything 
to infinity; then it cannot be attributed with deed or action, and so on! 

And although the belief of those who presume a first ever creature in 
the past, does entail a null being that only becomes alive and acquires 
all His attributes as the world comes into being, since it makes no sense 
that He would have any attributes before time itself, as it makes no 
sense at all that something would exist 'before time' (according to the 
absolute meaning of time that they believe must've started with the 
creation of the world), it is astonishing that those who hold that belief, 
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would claim the belief of Ahlul Sunnah to imply that Allah, praised be 
His name, needs to have created worlds in the past so He could be 
perfect and complete! 

They're the ones who rendered the Lord in need for this world in 
particular, making the very meaning of eternity as an attribute of His, 
conditioned by the existence of created time in this world itself, 
thereby making, unbeknownst to them, the attribution of temporal 
meanings to their Lord, equivalent to attributing them to the world He 
created (both cannot be, without the existence of this other)! Thus they 
made the existence of the World necessary for the Creator's attributes 
to even have any meaning at all, effectively turning the world into an 
existence that is every bit as necessary as its maker! 6 All that, and yet 
they hold us guilty of making the Lord dependant on something else, in 
need for creation so that His attributes would bear meaning from 
eternity! 

Anyways, and to not delve any deeper in this digression, we say that 
the belief in the eternality of the notion of there being some world in 
existence, does not fall under that premise (that the past of the world is 
ultimately similar to its present), and adhering to it does not imply the 


6 Which does, by the way, entail that they accept, rather than reject, the belief 
that the world itself is eternal, since obviously, the temporal state of being of the 
world, in their metaphysics, would be identical to the temporal state of being of 
its maker; both cannot be given any attributes whatsoever before the advent of 
worldly time! So it looks like on this belief, you can say that both the world and 
the creator are eternal, just as well as you can say that they are both eventual 
(they both had a beginning in the past), since time itself has no meaning for either 
of them before that ultimately meaningless and contradictory point where time 
itself supposedly came to be! 
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eternity of this world itself, or of anything else besides Allah, as is 
hopefully clear. 

As for the concept of infinite regress of events in the past, that's the 
belief that Allah, praised be, has been doing deeds after deeds from 
eternity without a first deed, and it's what human innate reason 
necessitates, and is subject for the consensus of Ahlul Sunnah (that is; 
the fact that Allah has been creating whatever He wills with no starting 
point in the past). It also has nothing to do with the premise, and it 
does not entail falling under it! It only regresses natural causes, part of 
which are subject for human experience in the world as it is! It does not 
prohibit believing that the world has been going through different 
states from what we observe today, it only necessitates that that 
change from one state to another, follow that eternal and infinite chain 
of natural causes they believe in. 

As for the fourth premise, that is the belief that everything that is 
unobservable in the world, must be similar to that which is observable, 
it's the principle of "Naturalism of Space", meaning that everything that 
can be described by meanings of place and direction (which is by 
necessity, everything that exists), is necessarily 'natural'! Or in other 
words, it is the belief that wherever we go in any of the six directions 
around us, the only things that exist there would be natural things, 
natural causes and natural laws. That is, we'll only find the observable 
(within the limits of human senses in this world, as they are now), or 
what can be subjected to observation and analogy thereto! So 
regardless of whether or not the world had a finite end in space, 
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nothing exists in any direction of it or anywhere beyond, other than 
natural things. 

This premise is known in naturalist literature as the Isotropy / 
Homogeneity 7 Principle, and it means that all parts of the world are 
equivalent in submitting to the same laws, and that no part of it is 
special or privileged in any metaphysical sense. This premise (like the 
premise of absolute uniformity in time that we discussed earlier) was 
historically part of the Greek foundation of the Western academy of 
natural philosophy! Thales of Miletus, back in the pre-Socratic era, was 
probably the first to expand the scope of analogy of the unobserved to 
the observed (as a method of reasoning about things that exist in the 
world), to this boundless universal scope, such that he could end up 
from a few simple arbitrary analogies to proclaim knowledge of the 
nature and constitution of the world in its entirety, and use that as 
grounds to reject and falsify the legacy of beliefs about the world and 
what lies beyond it, that was kept and maintained by influential clerics 
of the religions of his time ! 8 


7 Both these terms can be used interchangeably, despite some authors holding 
them to mean slightly different things. 

8 And although it was fairly obvious back then, as it is now, that such arbitrary, 
groundless analogies in the man's theories, and in those of other masters of the 
new Greek tradition at the time, could easily be rejected off hand as groundless, 
or speculative at best; those masters themselves happened to be in possession of 
much needed knowledge of mathematics, geometry, astronomy, and medicine, 
which made their metaphysical nonsense far more influential than it could've 
been otherwise! It's still the same problem today! In terms of social psychology, 
laypeople would feel deeply intimidated by the mere idea of sounding ignorant 
about physics, mathematics, and other glorious sciences of the day, if they simply 
decided to reject the Big Bang model, for example, now that it has become 
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He was certainly the founding father of the naturalistic doctrine as we 
know it, and the indisputable father of the first 'naturalist church', so to 
speak. The thing is, when those people realized that if they let 
themselves accept the claims of followers of old religions that they 
follow scripture that was indeed revealed by the Creator Himself, if 
they accepted the claims of the Great Beyond and the afterlife, and 
such major, life-defining meanings, that can only be learned about from 
that scripture, then they would have no choice but to submit 
themselves completely, and become followers of a human prophet, and 
to those who teach his inherited knowledge, and to save the position of 
top epistemic authority for that knowledge, in what does count as the 
most important ontological questions of all, like: Where do we come 
from? What happens to us after death? What's the ending of this 
world? What exists beyond that expanse of darkness in the heavens 
above? What exists deep underneath this earth? And so forth! 

However, since they were such arrogant, conceited snobs who thought 
too much of their minds, they insisted on being the leaders rather than 
the followers! So they had to come up with a way, in their theory of 
knowledge, to pull the rug from underneath the scholars and clerics of 
other religions, and leave them in need to follow those philosophers on 
the very foundations of their knowledge itself! Thus, they invented a 
method whereby some type of analogical reasoning that is, in principle, 


mainstream! After all, the stuff that our 'great scientists' have agreed to teach to 
our children at school must be unquestionable, right? Surely they know best! 

The point is; people have been falling victim to this fallacy ever since the times of 
the founding fathers of the western academy itself! Nobody can bear the idea of 
being ridiculed, much less getting excommunicated from The Academy! 
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plausible, would enable the philosopher to produce a gigantic claim 
about the world in its entirety, and then whoever rejects such a claim 
(theory) due to their religious beliefs, either by statement or by 
implication, would immediately be judged as ignorant, irrational and 
anti-scientific, and is then the one who has to leave his religion and 
follow those philosophers, and not the other way round! 

This principle or premise has had a huge influence on naturalists' 
theories, as shall be explained with examples in later lectures, Allah 
willing, and as we've elaborated at length in our new book, especially 
the theories of cosmologists, astrophysicists, astronomers and the like. 
It's also the basis for what has come in recent centuries to be known as 
the Cosmological Principle. 

Once you've granted yourself the right to hypothesize types of things 
that exist and their statuses, and types of events, affirming or rejecting, 
in all directions of the world based on nothing but the very little that 
we - humans - have experienced of it, starting from the baseless 
presupposition that whatever causal regularities you observe to be 
running in this small part of the universe, must be running everywhere 
else all the same, far beyond the reach of your senses; when this is your 
principle, then no wonder you would end up inventing all kinds of 
Universal Myth, that would go unchecked! 

And then whenever someone comes to you with a fact he learned from 
authentic revelation to a true messenger from the Creator Himself, that 
in the observed heaven above us, that vast darkness behind the stars 
above, is actually the inside of a raised and kept solid spherical dome 
(or firmament as it used to be called), described in the scripture as such 
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and such, beyond which are other higher domes or ceilings, between 
each one and the next is a fixed distance of so and so, you will 
automatically ridicule him, and make fun of his belief and his mind, and 
attribute him with legend and myth, when in fact it's you whose most 
worthy of ridicule and attribution to myth and legend! 

The point is that Muslims who work with empirical research, should 
have a strict spatial limit beyond which they would refrain from positing 
theories and hypothesis of any kind, and from claiming that those laws 
we induced from our human experience, do apply to parts of the world 
that lie beyond that limit! Moreover, their probabilistic claims about 
homogeneity and isotropy of the observed natural law in all directions 
should be assigned a lower and lower probability, the closer they get to 
that limit. 

We've expressed this diminishing probability in our new book, in a 
similar curve, as in the figure, to the one we used in 'Alatul Muahideen' 
to explain the limits of the uniformity assumption. 
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The limit beyond 
which the'scientific 
method' becomes 
obsolete; it cannot 
be used to acquire 
any real knowledge 
abouttheworld! 

Any'scientific 
theory" that 
addresses what lies 
beyond thatspace 
is not to be called 
knowledge! 



So if we can say with absolute confidence from revelation that what lies 
between the surface of this earth, and the bottom surface of the lowest 
heavenly firmament, is that limited space in our world (no matter how 
vast we think it to be) within which all planets, stars, galaxies and other 
celestial bodies lie, then our presumption of space continuity and 
isotropy, or equality (symmetry in physical law) in all directions of that 
space that lies within the reach of our collective human experience in 
this world, can be granted the highest level of certainty 
(probabilistically). But what about such spaces that lie high above that 
space, and how confident can we really be that those laws that we 
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experience in our daily life, do work there just as they do here? 
Obviously we should be less confident (lower in probability )! 9 

The probability diminishes more exponentially the farther away we go 
from that space, until it ends at a point where we stand in total lack of 
previous experience according to which we could determine - through 
experience - that the laws of nature we observe in our immediate 
world, apply to it as well. The same is true of the space underneath the 
surface of the earth. We know for a fact (from scripture) that the earth 
upon which we stand, has six other earths underneath it, only Allah 
knows what they're like. So when a naturalist geologist posits theories 


9 In other words, we don't know if the laws of physics as we experience them, 
apply equally to the spaces beyond the highest we've ever reached physically (or 
the lowest)! We only assume this to be true! Even when we send probes in outer 
space, unmanned probes, we interpret the data they send us based on the 
assumption that all physical laws we know apply evenly and equally to every point 
that the probe travelled through (ex: Gravity, speed of light, electromagnetism, 
the principle of relativity, the laws of motion, the laws of thermodynamics ... etc.), 
but like it or not, this will always remain to be nothing but an arbitrary 
assumption from our part, which means that things in reality could, in fact, be 
quite different from what astronomers assume them to be. 

For example, the Cassini-Huygens probe is believed to have confirmed the 
estimated distance from earth to Saturn at the moment that it reached it, based 
on the assumption that the speed of light (or more precisely the speed of the 
electromagnetic waves transmitted from earth to the probe and back) is constant 
all throughout the journey of the probe, and the assumption that the motion of 
the probe itself was subject to the exact same laws all throughout its path! 
However, one can't help wondering, what if that assumption was not true, how 
can they possibly tell?! If all they all can do is interpret all the data according to 
this assumption alone, and if all means of confirmation they may use, would be 
subject to the same difference in natural laws, then obviously there could be no 
way of telling (under-determination by observation)! 
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in imagining what lies at the center of the sphere of the earth, 
overstepping the limits of our collective physical observations of the 
depths of this earth (through deep excavations and probes and the like, 
which can be the only plausible material for proper induction in this 
respect), totally neglecting the facts that we know from indisputably 
authentic scripture, about the concentric spheres (earths) that 
constitute the seven earths, each two with space in between them, 
only Allah knows how vast or how deep, then we Muslims should say: 
"Stop right there! You're speaking nonsense, penetrating with 
analogical reasoning, the unobservable that you have no right to 
penetrate with such tools! 

What we call nature, in our religion and belief in the unobservable as 
Muslims, unlike naturalists, is but a small piece of the Kingdom of the 
Lord of all worlds! And whatever laws and causal regularities we're 
used to experiencing in this world, are only what little we observe of 
the natures that Allah is keeping in this small piece itself, and within the 
limits of our habit and induction! As for the system and order of 
whatever lies beyond, within this world itself, in the heavens above and 
in the earth below; this is only known to the creator of the world, 
praised be! 

Let us give an example to clarify to the esteemed viewer the magnitude 
of the epistemological problem that natural philosophers have 
drowned into, due to the two premises of uniformity in time and 
homogeneity in space. 

Imagine you were an alien creature to this world, and are not of its 
people, and you knew nothing about the systems of human societies, 
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and that one day you visited a human village you've never visited 
before, and never heard anything about the customs of its houses. You 
enter one of those houses, on the first road you visit, and find that the 
house owners keep a strict rule that forbids visitors from keeping their 
shoes on in the house, forbids them from walking around without their 
permission, and has them seated only in specific locations. Would it be 
okay for you, then, to presume this very same rule to be in effect in all 
the houses in that village? 

The answer is no! Why? Because you only experienced a single case! 
You don't have grounds from induction to rely upon in predicting that 
the next house you enter would probably be keeping that rule as well! 

Now suppose you took it upon yourself to visit most of the houses in 
this small neighborhood you arrived at in this village, and found them 
all upholding that rule, would it then be right for you to use inductive 
reasoning and say that you find it most likely that the next house you 
visit in the village, you will find it to also keep the rule? The answer is 
yes, but within limits! You can then say that it's highly likely that the 
next house in this particular neighborhood in the village would be 
holding the rule, and it's likely but with less probability that the next 
house in another neighborhood in the same village would be following 
the same rule; but what if you visited another village or another town 
altogether? 

In order for it to be reasonable to use inductive reasoning, in statistical, 
probabilistic, explanatory and other practices of inductive research, we 
need first to have a good reason to believe in the actual similarity of all 
members of the 'induced set' in at least the particular property that is 
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subject of investigation. If those members were all human beings, and 
their houses were all part of a single community in a single 
neighborhood, then it's only reasonable to assume, according to this 
sample the members of which we observed first hand, that all houses 
of that village undergo the same rule, if only with modest probability. 
And the more cases (members of the target population) we come 
across in our survey, the more probable it gets that the next case we 
observe will follow the same rule. 

However, what if we speak of an entirely different, distant city, one 
that we (the aliens) have never visited before, or heard anything about 
from others who've visited it? Would it be right, then, to assume that 
the rule we've induced in one city, should hold true to all cities 
everywhere? The answer is no! The rational thing to do, then, would be 
to withhold epistemic judgment (or in other words: Admit Ignorance) 
until we have sufficient reason (induction) to level such a larger claim. 
Yet, under the method and the ontological premises (the boundless 
spatial and temporal authority of natural law) embraced by naturalists, 
that alien visitor should rather start by holding a firm belief in the 
universal commitment of all houses everywhere to that very same rule, 
based on the scarce induction that he's had, until it happens, if it ever 
does, that he finds a reason to start winding down that shamelessly 
vast generalization! 10 


10 Unless of course he could come up with as many ad Hoc explanations as needed 
to swallow every observation into the theory, as they always do in cases when the 
subject matter of the theory is not an ontological entity or event that can - in 
principle - be observed directly (without any form of theory or interpretation in 
the observation report itself)! 
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This 'syndrome' of conjuring up boundless universal claims in the 
process of positing empirical theories, is the way of western academics 
even in Human Sciences! Every time one of them tries to address a 
particular behavioral phenomenon he observed with research and 
analysis, in attempt to explore whatever regularities underlie it, he will 
always start by mocking up a theory about 'Human Behavior' as a 
whole! 11 It is not their way to limit their theories to a small portion of 
society or the limited population that happened to be the very subject 
of their observations! Only afterwards, after the establishment of the 
universal theory that addresses everything that can be called 'human', 
do they ever find themselves compelled to tune down their claims, by 
positing limits, restrictions and conditions to the theory, if it can be 
shown statistically that the theory does not hold true for people from 
other nations or other cultures! 

The coming lectures shall provide, after the will of Allah, further 
elaboration and examples, from both natural and human sciences alike. 
It is imperative for a Muslim researcher to fear the Lord above in the 


11 The theory must address the very metaphysical concept of 'Human Behavior'! It 
must, according to the Doctrine of Greek Metaphysics, address everything in 
existence that can fall under the term 'Behavior'! Every time someone uses the 
word 'Behavior', your theory must become the only meaning they should think of, 
to the extent of dictionary authors having to include your theory as the very 
linguistic meaning for that word itself! Otherwise, why bother at all? If your 
theory doesn't boast you up as a teacher of truth to all humans all around the 
world on that subject matter, then why bother? That's the general spirit here! It's 
the Greek legacy of megalomania upon which the Western Academy was founded 
almost thirty centuries ago, and it's about time someone exposed that legacy for 
what it is, and for the immense damage it has been doing throughout the ages, to 
knowledge, to religion and to human reason itself! 
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limits of his induction and of human experience, and not overstep that 
limit with any hypothesis or generalization, either in natural or human 
sciences, and to always keep in hindsight this verse in the Quran, as 
Allah says (my translation of the words): ((Do not seek knowledge of 
that you cannot know , for the hearing , the sight , and the mind are all to 
be accounted for (on the Day of Judgment))) (Israa': 36) And under the 
category of that which we can be absolutely positive cannot be known 
to us, is everything in the world that falls well outside the limited range 
of our collective spatial experience as humans, and our accumulated 
historical record of it throughout time! It's those places and times we 
can be absolutely positive that no man has ever or ever will be able to 
observe or experience, at all! 

This boundary for inductive reasoning and for the principle of 
analogizing the unobserved to the observed, is indeed a religious 
criterion that comes from our disbelief in some of the fundamental 
naturalist atheistic metaphysical premises established by the founding 
fathers of the ancient Greek Academy, only to become the bedrock for 
western academies of natural philosophy throughout history! 

Naturalists do, in fact, hold the belief that 'Everything has a scientific 
explanation' as some form of religious faith, whether they would admit 
it or not; they hold it where religious beliefs are supposed to be held, 
since it actually means not that the subject matter of empirical research 
(as a disciplinary specialty) should only address those types of 
explanations that can be called empirical or scientific; rather it means 
that any event in the world, at any time or in any place, has to be 
caused completely and exclusively by natural causes, since it is their 
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belief that natural causes are all there is! Hence they forbid that any 
event in the world could take place without being - in principle - 
explainable 'scientifically', so be well aware of that. 

So while we Muslims, say that the scientific method only addresses that 
which can be observed and is already subject of human experience, 
whereas whatever that can only have entirely unobservable causes 
should not even be addressed by that method, and so we take the 
distinction in sources of knowledge acquisition between the observable 
world 'Alamul Shahadah' and the unobservable world 'Alamul Ghaib' as 
a matter of religious belief, naturalists on the other hand would hold 
that the scientific method is the source of knowledge acquisition about 
all that exists in reality! Nothing falls out of its scope! This follows from 
their religious belief that there's nothing beyond nature; nothing that is 
ultimately unobservable to the human kind (or the 'supernatural' as 
they would call it)! The natural is all there is, thereby the scientific 
method is all we need! This, as you can see, is a methodological 
difference that follows entirely from the difference in religious belief 
about the unseen, and in the initial ontological premises from which 
every researcher or theorist stems out in his work! 

Whosoever believes that nothing exists besides natural causes, would 
also believe, necessarily, that the 'scientific explanation' amounts for 
knowledge, whatever the kind of event that it addresses, and that 
anything else is worthless myth! Suppose, for instance, that we come 
across a possessed man, who does exhibit the unmistakable signs of 
demonic possession, like levitation, for example, or speaking languages 
we know with certainty that he never learnt in his life, or something 
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like that; then someone who adheres to this belief system, would never 
accept this explanation for such obviously supernatural events, and 
would insist on calling it nothing but sheer nonsense! 

Why? Because, in his belief system, he does not allow for the source of 
knowledge acquisition from whence we learned about the existence of 
that type of creatures in the first place, and according to which we 
posited an explanation for such types of behaviors as signs of 
'possession'! This is why you would find that naturalist psychologists, 
and those Muslims who follow them unwittingly, insist so adamantly on 
conjuring up some 'scientific explanation' of any kind, be it chemical, 
physical, electrochemical, neurological, or something of the sort, to 
address any and all such cases! Anything but the 'supernatural'! They 
would go to extreme ends in sophistry to do that! 

Why? Because he's been trained in an academy of natural and human 
sciences that does not allow - as a matter of faith alone - even hinting 
at any other kind of causes or explanations! This issue bears great 
importance in establishing the Muslim position and method with 
regards to the practice of psychology and psychotherapy, as shall be 
addressed at proper length in later lectures, after the will of Allah. 

Another example, is when we learn from revelation that Thunder is the 
voice of a mighty angel by which he drives along the clouds in the sky 
from time to time, that would become a belief in 'supernatural causes' 
that by no means contradicts anything that naturalists would take for a 
'scientific explanation' of it. This is because we do not have sensory 
access to those supernatural or ultimately unobservable causes we 
mentioned whatsoever, and so we have no way, by means of 
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systematic observation, to either confirm them or disconfirm them! 
Thus there can be no 'scientific reason' to reject the claim that 
whatever observable causes meteorologists would hold for the 
phenomenon of thunder, are, in fact, all caused, somehow, by the 
'supernatural unobservable causes' we believe in, or at least correlated 
to them. The Scientific Method, thus, cannot dismiss this type of causes 
as irrational or improbable! Which is what Shaikhul Islam Ibn Taymeyah 
expressed by saying that Revelation comes with the unimaginable, but 
not with the impossible! 

If, on the other hand, one holds a firm belief that the natural cause is 
only one type of causes, and that beyond it are unobservable causes 
that only Allah can count, then to them, the 'scientific explanation' 
would count as knowledge only within limits; not in every case! It 
should have 'Categorical conditions', that is. This means that some 
events cannot be attributed to a 'natural' cause, because they do not 
and cannot fall within the scope of our human experience! 

Among those, would be the events of origins (both of the universe and 
of life on earth), and the miracles of prophets and messengers, for 
example! Such types of events, should not be addressed with the 
scientific method, according to the belief system of Muslims who 
believe in the unseen (Ghaib), neither should natural philosophers be 
allowed to address them with their methods at all! Anything else, 
besides the 'scientific explanation', if it comes from the Quran and the 
Sunnah, according to the understanding of the Salaf, then that's an 
acceptable explanation that definitely counts as knowledge. Indeed, the 
knowledge that comes from that source, cannot be matched by any 
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explanatory theory that natural scientists can come up with, no matter 
how much of agreement or consensus they reach on it, as shall be 
elaborated in detail in coming lectures, by the will of Allah, and as we 
explained at length in our upcoming book, may Allah hasten its release. 

Thus we say that the two premises of absolute continuity of the natural 
order as we know it in time and space, are false and unacceptable to 
Muslims, and that a physicist or empirical researcher cannot afford to 
refute this objection from our part, by any means at his disposal, as 
many of the enthusiasts would like to believe! Why? Because the 
reason that they have for believing in these ontological premises, and 
our reason for rejecting them, is not the equations of physicists or their 
experiments, or observations, or any other means they resort to in 
making claims about reality, such means that shall be addressed in 
future lectures in detail! Their reason, as you've seen, (for presupposing 
the validity of the scientific method as they use it) is either an innate 
intuition that is self evidently true, or some metaphysical belief that 
stands on no grounds other than the naturalist doctrine which takes for 
a religious tenet, the belief that nothing exists besides nature! Those 
premises come at an epistemologically deeper level than any theories 
that scientists may embrace! A foundational level from which all of 
their theories would stem. So how can they possibly be rejected 
because of some of those theories? 

This is why whenever some of them would tell you that you're not a 
physicist, and so you should not be allowed to reject the way that 
physicists address this topic or that, you answer them by saying: You're 
the one who does not know what he's talking about! You're only a 
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follower when it comes to the rational foundations and basic beliefs 
upon which your research practice is founded, following blindly (by 
blind faith) on certain ontological beliefs that you never even 
attempted to investigate! So you have no right to fault your opponents 
when such is the case! Instead you should be grateful to them for 
drawing your attention to some serious questions you've never 
bothered to consider, and should wish them reward from Allah for 
that! 

As for the fifth premise, that is the belief that Human Logic is true and 
unquestionable. So whatever our human minds judge as a 
contradiction, is indeed a contradiction, and is necessarily false! And 
whatever our human minds would find to be an entailment, then it is 
necessarily entailed, and so on. For if we had no trust in human reason 
itself, then on what grounds can we ever perform induction, deduction, 
explanation, or any other form of analogical reasoning, without which 
science (natural or human) is not even possible? No grounds at all. And 
yet, we've come across, and as more examples shall be provided in 
later lectures, naturalists who would maintain that their theories have 
led them to results that would question some of those rational 
necessities themselves! Like the claim that a single discreet object 
cannot exist in two distinct places at once, or that one does not equal 
two, or that absolute chaos cannot beget order, no matter how much 
time it lasts, or that one thing cannot cause itself to come into being, or 
that a thing cannot exist and not exist at the same time, among other 
necessary meanings that many modern physicists would take pride in 
the belief that quantum mechanics, for example, has finally leveled a 
challenge to them! 
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As for the sixth premise, that is the belief that, in principle, our senses 
are foolproof. And if in some case, such fooling did occur, we humans 
would normally not fail to discover that. This is also a rationally 
necessary premise that no acceptance of any 'evidence' from 
observation can be granted without it, whatever the subject matter for 
that evidence. It is precisely because of this that our senses don't fool 
us, that we have the capacity to identify and define different types of 
perceptive illusion (Especially 'Optical Illusion'), under what is now 
recognized as an entire sub-discipline in psychology, neurology, and 
optics! 

Based on these six premises, it's become mainstream academic belief 
among teachers of the empirical method in the West, be it in natural or 
human sciences; that the world is predictable (with this boundless force 
that we reject), and that nothing that exists in it cannot be made 
subject for our human knowledge, either through direct observation or 
through types of analogical reasoning commonly applied to the 
observable. Such are, of course, naturalistic absolutes that must be 
constricted, as we've discussed! 

So what is the summary of our stance as Muslims with respect to these 
premises? 

As for the first premise, the existence of the outside world, we accept it 
unreservedly, since it counts among intuitive necessities that cannot be 
refuted. As for the second premise, the existence of causal regularities 
in the world, and the predictability of events in the world, we explained 
that certain detailing must be provided here, as we do adhere to 
causality, but we don't accept Laplace's determinism, or the principle of 
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closed natural causation. As for the third premise, the continuity of 
natural law (uniformity) throughout all time, we've explained that it 
cannot be accepted without strict limitation, as it cannot be accepted 
outside of the realm of human experience and its accumulation 
throughout history. As for the fourth premise, that is, the equality or 
isotropy of all space in its submission to the same natural law, it should 
follow the same restriction and condition as in premise three. As for the 
fifth premise, that is the reliability of human reason, we also accept it 
unreservedly, because it counts as a necessarily self evident fact. The 
same is true of the sixth premise, that we trust our senses to be telling 
us the truth about reality. 

So, if such is the case, then what is our formulation, we Muslims, of the 
basic ontological premises that should underlie our practice of 
empirical science? 

We say, with the aid of Allah, that the most essential of those would be: 

First: That Allah praised be, created the heavens and the earth, 
installing natures in things and ongoing regularities, and enabling 
their causes to man. And that He creates whatever He chooses, 
and that He submits to none and answers to none, and that 
nothing binds Him except for that which He ordains unto Himself. 

Second: That observed induced causes are nothing but a small 
portion of the set of all causes that complete the causation for 
any given event, which start at the will of Allah, and His 
command, His descending decree, praised be His name. And those 
causes we cannot observe (either due to relative observational 
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inaccessibility or absolute), are only accounted for and contained 
in the knowledge of Allah. 

Third: That the events of origins of the universe and of living 
species in the world that unfolded in the six days of creation, and 
the events of The Day of Doom at the end of days, have no like in 
our human experience, by necessity, and should not be assumed 
to have submitted to those causal regularities that Allah decrees 
in keeping of order in the world, and has been doing so since His 
rise upon the Throne. 

Fourth: That we live underneath the lowest of seven heavenly 
firmaments, built on top of each other like a dome under a dome, 
in a way that only Allah knows, and only He knows what 
regularities of causes are kept there. Allah says (translation of 
meanings): ((And He mode them into seven heavens in two days, 
and decreed upon every heaven its order, and We ornamented the 
Lowest Heaven with lanterns and for safe keeping, those are the 
measures of the Almighty, the All-knowing)) (Fussilat: 12), and 
that we live on top of one of seven earths, all in the form of 
concentric spheres, one into another, so we hold firmly that not 
one of them is like this earth of ours, and that we've seen nothing 
like any of them, as is the case with the six heavens above the 
nearest to us. In all of this, we stand where the scripture places 
us, nothing more, nothing less, for it is all but absolute 'ghaib'. 


As for the epistemic premises, those would include: 
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• That everything that we find in our intuition (innately), does 
count as true knowledge by necessity, expressive of reality 
by necessity, and no weight or worth should be given to any 
theory or opinion that violates it. 

• That induction of experience would provide us with 
exploration of causal relations between natures and types 
of observed things, in a probabilistic manner within the 
reach of our collective induction and the accumulation of 
human experience throughout space and time, allowing for 
explanation of events in the near past not the far past, and 
predictions in the near future not the far future, and 
provides a probabilistic knowledge the likelihood of which 
diminishes the farther away the subject of our theory goes 
in directions of time and space, until it hits the wall of 
absolute epistemic inaccessibility in space and time, and 
stops there for lack of human experience. 

• That explanation by observable causes, does not render 
explanations by unobservable causes (through scripture) 
unnecessary or worthless! Each type of explanation has its 
epistemological scope, and both are worthy knowledge! 
And indeed, knowledge from revelation is by all means 
more valuable, since it is needed for the hereafter not just 
for this world, and matters that have to do with the eternal 
afterlife are certainly more important that matters that 
have to do with this short, limited life. 

• No induction of the observable (be it an empirical law, a 
law-like claim, a theory or whatever) should ever be put 
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ahead of what is told in authentic scripture, even if it's 
barely authentic. This is because human induction is limited 
no matter how overwhelming it may be, and it is as the 
prophet Muhammad (Peace be upon him) said: 'Allah said 
the truth, and your brother's stomach lied'. So if we have 
good reason to believe the narrator's fidelity and accuracy 
in what he narrates, then we should pay no heed to any 
claim of induction that contradicts it whatsoever. 

• That we should not undertake any empirical research 
without passing it first through the colander of Quran and 
Sunnah with the understanding of the apostles (Salaf) may 
Allah be pleased with them. Whatever contradicts the pure 
Salafi belief, or is found to be useless or worthless 
(according to the measures of Shari'a) or too sophisticated 
for the subject matter (over-theorized), should be 
prohibited from the very principle of the query itself, 
before the research is performed. Every attempt at 
knowledge that does not bear a fruit of good deed, is an un 
justifiable attempt at useless knowledge, one that Muslims 
are not supposed to waste their lives chasing after. 


I said "include", because the rules and norms of Shari'a and the major 
tenets of belief in Islam, are obviously not covered in their entirety by 
these premises we mentioned. We only set out to mention those 
premises that include a correction of the falsities that we've exposed in 
the premises of the Western Academy, in terms of the ontological 
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beliefs upon which the Western method of learning about nature has 
been founded since before the time of Socrates. 

The thing I most hope to be clear enough to my esteemed viewer now, 
is that the foundations of empirical theorization cannot be separated 
from the metaphysical belief system that the research already 
embraces religiously. If that system comes from true 'Fitrah' (innate 
knowledge) and authentic scripture, then it is true belief, and anything 
that stems out of it in terms of empirical queries and types of 
hypotheses, explanations and evidence, should count as useful 
knowledge, one way or another. Otherwise, it would be ignorance, 
lying on Allah, and on the supernatural in general! 

So when someone asks the question: What does it mean for 
Ahlulsunnah Wal Jama'a to have a way or method of their own in 
Empirical Sciences? Our answer should be: It means such norms, 
criteria and limits of Empirical Theorization (both natural and human), 
in terms of subject matter, and in terms of the tool of investigation and 
the sources of knowledge acquisition, that run and stem entirely from 
the true Muslim belief about the supernatural and the metaphysical 
(the absolutely unobservable). 

Now if someone were to say: But Empirical Sciences are objective 
sciences, they have no religion, and follow no 'ideology' and should not 
be made to follow any previously conceived belief system, religious or 
otherwise, we should respond by saying: That's the position of 
someone who really does not know what they're talking about, and 
cannot make sense of the actual foundations, and the first principles of 
different methods of inquiry in different fields of research. It is also a 
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position that is fundamentally irrational, since it is inconceivable for a 
certain practice of scholarly inquiry, whatever its subject matter, to not 
follow, in the foundation of its method and the identification of 
evidence or proof in it, any previously embraced system of ontological 
beliefs, regardless of what those who embrace it would or would not 
call 'religious faith'! Is it even rational for a man to use his mind in any 
form of reasoning whatsoever, without presupposing, at least, the firm 
belief that the world has similar things, and that we can, thus, learn 
about something by learning about things that are similar to it? 

And when they say that science is 'objective', we should not accept that 
or reject it without inquiring first about what exactly is meant by this 
ambiguous term here! Is it the antonym of the word 'subjective' in 
contemporary philosophy? If so, then who said that the subject matter 
of religion, any religion, no matter how false or corrupt, is 'subjective'? 

All religions and belief systems (save for the beliefs of those whose 
philosophical doctrine is relativist, believing that truth itself is relative) 
do believe certain things to hold true about the outside world, 
especially in the realm of the supernatural and the metaphysical. They 
would agree on believing in those things regardless of their personal 
tastes or preferences in the subject matter, and would believe that they 
do have sufficient objective reasons (justifications) to hold them to be 
true. Those reasons are either plausible or they are not, if they are, 
then those people do have knowledge about reality (true justifiable 
beliefs), if not, then their ontological beliefs are just false and do qualify 
as ignorance! This is so regardless of whether or not the article of 
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ontological belief is positive (believing that X exists) or negative 
(believing that X does not exist)! 

An empirical researcher seeks to use the tools of the scientific method 
in discovering the state of the observable world, so there can be no 
doubt that his beliefs in the unobservable (positive or negative), should 
have the greatest impact on his determining the limits of those tools he 
uses in investigating different questions and research queries, and in 
the nature of knowledge that culminates from these tools, its criteria 
and its conditions. This issue is undoubtedly rooted in a man's religious 
belief, and only those who are ignorant or who insist on fooling 
themselves would argue with that. 

I hope that the purpose of this lecture, in both its parts, has been met, 
and I pray to Allah that He helps us carry on with this series, and benefit 
Muslims with it. Allah is our Guide, all praise and thanks are due to the 
Lord of all worlds. 


Abul Feda'a Hossam bin Massoud 

May Allah forgive him, his parents and all Muslims. 
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